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The purpose of this paper is to examine the concept, formation and the components of Malaysia‘s destination 
image. This paper examines theoretical concepts, through summarising and reviewing previous research in the 
field that includes the methods used to measure image of a destination. This study aims to make a contribution 
by extending the Echtner and Ritchie‘s (1991, 1993) approach to measure the destination image of Malaysia. 
 




The image of a destination is generally defined as the sum of the beliefs, ideas and impressions that a person 
has of that destination, which is based on information processed from a variety of sources over time, resulting in 
an internally accepted mental construct representing the attributes of the destination (Crompton, 1979; Mackay 
and Fesenmaier, 2000). The image constructs, as concluded by Baloglu and Brinberg (1997), consist of two 
components, cognitive and affective. The cognitive involves perception and is concerned with belief or 
knowledge about an object or destination.  The affective is related to feelings or emotions about an object. The 
concept of image is measured on the basis of the destination‘s attributes (Crompton, 1979), or holistic 
impressions (Reilly, 1990). However, Echtner and Ritchie (1993) argued that both the attributes and tourists‘ 
holistic impressions of a place should be investigated, because the omission of any aspect will result in an 
incomplete measurement of that image. Specifically, a destination image should be composed of people‘s 
perceptions of individual attributes as well as holistic impressions. Distinction should also be made between 
those image characteristics that are directly observable or measurable (functional) and those that are less 
tangible or difficult to observe (psychological). Echtner and Ritchie (1993) suggested that in order to capture all 
the components of a destination image, a combination of structured and unstructured methodologies should be 
used. They further commented that the quantitative approach allows for statistical analysis of attributes, while 
the qualitative approach provides a direct opportunity to describe the tourists‘ holistic impressions as well as the 
unique features and feelings associated with a place. The use of both approaches will help in determining a more 
comprehensive image of a destination.  
 
Malaysia‘s tourism industry has shown strong growth lately (Malaysia Tourism Promotion Board (MTPB), 
2014). The MTPB (2013) forecast about 28 million tourist arrivals for the ―Visit Malaysia Year 2014‖ campaign 
and RM76 billion in tourist receipts. In addition, they noted that the top three tourist-generating markets to 
Malaysia in 2013 were Singapore (13,178,774), Indonesia (2,548,021) and China (1,791,432). As the numbers 
of international tourists has been growing rapidly, this market is now significant for the Malaysian tourism 
industry. Choi, Chan and Wu (1999) suggested that in order to create an image that is unique in the East Asian 
and world travel market, it is important to understand what tourists think about the destination and how this 
impacts upon the marketing of cities as tourist destinations. Bigne, Sanchez and Sanchez (2001) suggested that 
tourism destinations should concern themselves with improving their image if they are to compete successfully 
in the competitive holiday market.  
 
Destination images are derived from a wide spectrum of information sources (Echtner and Ritchie, 1991). 
Fakeye and Crompton (1991) indicated that informative promotion providing potential tourists with knowledge 
of a destination is regarded as a significant factor in the destination selection process. Mackay and Fesenmaier 
(2000) proposed that while visitor-determined images reflect individual differences in information processing 
and interpretation, destination-determined images mirror the actuality of the destination. Therefore, it is 
important to test whether the images presented in promotional materials correspond to those held by visitors 
(Stabler, 1988). Choi, Lehto and Morrison (2007) argued that the examination of the effects of projected images 
through various information channels could become an integral part of destination image research. In addition, 
Frias, Rodriguez and Castaneda (2008) stated that tour operators and travel agents are a vital source of 
information in international tourism and do influence the image of tourism destinations. Meanwhile, O‘Leary 
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and Deegan (2005) explained that content analysis from written information such as travel brochures could 
provide a great deal of information about the images projected by a tourism destination. However, Stepchenkova 
and Morrison (2006) found that the United States and Russian websites promoting tourism in Russia portrayed 
different images from each country. Choi et al. (2007) stated that the image projected online varied according to 
the information sources, and this variation could be based on the different communication objectives and 
targeted audiences of the different sources.  
 
Destination Image: The Concept 
 
Destination refers to a place which people may wish to visit for several reasons. Destination image is defined 
as people‘s belief or knowledge about the destination‘s attributes; it also includes an individual‘s feelings 
towards the destination (Martin and Rodriguez, 2008). The ideas, belief, knowledge, feeling or attitude that an 
individual tourist has towards the place forms an image perception (Bigne et al., 2008). Crompton (1979), who 
measured students‘ perceptions towards Mexico as a travel destination, defined image as the ―...sum of belief, 
ideas or impressions that a person has of a destination...‖. Baloglu and McCleary (1999) conducted a study to 
compare the image of US visitors and non-visitors towards four Mediterranean countries: Turkey, Egypt, Greece 
and Italy. The concept of image is defined as an individual‘s mental representation of knowledge (beliefs), 
feelings and global impression about an object or destination (Baloglu and McCleary, 1999). In addition, 
destination image is based on the overall perception of a destination represented in the tourist‘s mind and 
feelings. For the current study, destination image is defined as people‘s beliefs, impressions and knowledge 
about a destination. 
 
The image of a place could be favourable or unfavourable depending on the feelings that people have about 
it, especially when different travel alternatives are evaluated (Gartner, 1993). Images are the result of composite 
perceptions dictated by attitudes and resulting in a positive or negative image. Tourists who have never been to a 
destination will have a minimal level of knowledge about this destination (Gnoth, 2000). The way knowledge is 
obtained depends on what people know, so expectations are often reconfigured recollections of things they have 
already experienced. Jenkins (1999) argued that there are many ways in which people might form their image of 
a destination. For instance, a destination image can be formed through the individual‘s direct experience, or by a 
blend of information sources (Baloglu, 2000). In addition, the images which tourists form in their mind are 
developed after a multiple stage process. It is important to distinguish which factors will influence the formation 
of tourists‘ image. 
 
The images formed by different groups of tourists might differ. People‘s overall image of a destination tends 
to be long lasting and hard to change, and even after real changes in a destination, people will have difficulty in 
changing their pre-existing perceptions. However, Baloglu and McCleary (1999) argued that the image of a 
destination may be altered after the visitation. For instance, they stated that the image held by visitors and non-
visitors showed a significant difference, because visitors will change their perceptions after the visit. Actual 
experience should be the most effective image modifier because people‘s personal experience is the most 
credible information source (Sussman and Unel, 2000). In addition, the larger the differences between the image 
and the destination‘s reality (for instance, the gap between expectation and experience), the more likely are 
tourists to be dissatisfied (Phelps, 1986). 
 
 
Destination Image: Components 
 
As discussed by several authors (such as Baloglu and McCleary, 1999; and Martin and Rodriguez, 2008), 
destination image comprises two distinct components: perceptive/cognitive and affective. Cognitive image is 
concerned with people‘s perceptions/beliefs or knowledge about destinations, and affective image involves 
feelings about the destination. These are defined as ―...the mental representation of a tourist destination that is 
formed on the basis of individuals‘ belief about the place (cognitive), as well as their feelings toward it 
(affective image)...‖ (Martin and Rodriguez, 2008, p. 274). Baloglu and McCleary (1999) referred to cognitive 
image as beliefs or knowledge about a destination‘s attributes, whereas affective evaluation refers to feelings 
towards it. In addition, the cognitive component of destination image is related to the tourist destination‘s 
attributes, which can be functional/tangible (for example, landscape and cultural attractions) and psychological 
(for example atmosphere), while affective image is related to the emotions that a tourist destination is able to 
evoke. Gartner (1993, p. 193) viewed the cognitive image ―...as the sum of beliefs and attitudes of an object 
leading to some internally accepted picture of its attributes...‖; the affective image refers to the motives people 
have for visiting a destination.  
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Beerli and Martin (2004, p. 658) stated that cognitive image can be referred to as the ―...individual‘s own 
knowledge and beliefs about the object (an evaluation of the perceived attributes of the objects)...‖, and affective 
image components as an individual‘s feelings towards the object or destination. Bigne et al. (2008) agreed that 
the cognitive or perceptual component is also known as beliefs and knowledge about the perceived attributes of 
the destination, and the affective image is the individual‘s feelings towards the destination. Gartner (1993) stated 
that the type and amount of external stimuli (information sources) that tourists have received or been exposed to 
will influence the formation of the cognitive image component but not the affective component. In addition, the 
affective image is influenced by different travel alternatives, evaluated through individual perceptions of a place 
(Gartner, 1993).  
 
Tourists will use the cognitive and affective image dimensions to form their impressions and evaluate the 
considered destinations in order to decide which destination to visit. As indicated by Baloglu (2000), the 
perceptual/cognitive evaluations are determined by the variety/amounts of information sources used; types of 
information sources such as advertisements, word of mouth and non-promotional material; and socio-
psychological travel motivations such as their knowledge about a place. The cognitive evaluation will later form 
the affective image or feelings of a place. However, the affective image is influenced only by the 
perceptual/cognitive evaluations. The perceptual/cognitive evaluations serve as intervening variables and also 
mediate the relationship between affective evaluations and the variety of types of information source and the 
motivation to travel to a particular destination (Baloglu, 2000). According to Baloglu and McCleary (1999), 
cognitive image significantly influences affective evaluations of a destination; where cognitive evaluations 
positively influence affective image evaluations of destinations. Both cognitive and affective evaluations 
influence the tourists‘ intention to visit a destination, where cognitive evaluations are found to be more 
influential on the intention to visit than are affective evaluations (Baloglu, 2000). For instance, cognitive image 
particularly influences visit intention directly and indirectly through affect rather than through affect only. In 
addition, the cognitive image component has been recognised in the current research as the basis for measuring 
the image of a destination. 
 
Cognitive and affective components are interrelated (Bigne et al., 2008). These authors stated that both of 
the image components contribute to the formation of the tourist‘s overall image of the destination. Baloglu and 
McCleary (1999) stated that an overall image of a place is formed as a result of both cognitive and affective 
evaluations of that place. They found that cognitive and affective images significantly influence the overall 
image of a destination. In particular, overall image is more likely to be influenced by affective rather than 
cognitive and affective together. Bigne et al. (2008) argued that overall image has been considered as a third 
component of the image and agreed that all of the image components should be measured in order to understand 
the positioning of a destination. Beerli and Martin (2004) argued that the combination of cognitive and affective 
image produced the overall image of a destination. Overall image relates to the positive or negative evaluation 
of a destination (Beerli and Martin, 2004). Bigne et al. (2008) stated that the overall component will influence 
the future behaviour of the tourists.  
 
  
The Meaning and Concept of Measuring an Image  
 
According to Echtner and Ritchie (2003), image measurement relates to the study of imagery in 
psychology. Imagery involves a distinct way of processing and storing multisensory information in working 
with memory (Echtner and Ritchie, 2003). In other words, ‗imagery processing‘ depends upon a more holistic 
way of representing information that can be described as individual mental picturing. Imagery can include any 
or all of the senses: smell, taste, sight, sound and touch. On the other hand, McInnis and Price (1987) stated that 
‗discursive processing‘ refers to any product that is perceived both in terms of pieces of information on 
individual features of attributes of stimuli rather than a holistic impression. Both imagery and discursive 
information are used in evaluating the product during the consumer‘s decision-making process. Consumers may 
use discursive processing to evaluate product attributes and reduce the number of alternatives. Meanwhile, 
holistic impressions may be used to reduce the number of alternatives, with the remaining choices compared 
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-Mental picture of store layout (spacious) 
-High prices 
-Designer label   merchandise 
Holistic (Imagery)   Attributes 
-Courteous staff 
-Easy to exchange  items 
-General feelings or atmosphere (upscale) 
 
Figure 1: An illustrative examples of four components of image 
         Functional Characteristics 
 






       Psychological 
Characteristics 
                                                                  Source: Ecthner and Ritchie, 2003, pp.40 
 
In examining image, an early study conducted by Martineau (1958) stated how functional and 
psychological components play important roles in determining the image of a retail store. Functional 
characteristics are defined as directly observable or measureable (for instance price and store layout), but 
psychological criteria cannot be measured directly (e.g. friendliness and atmosphere). Echtner and Ritchie 
(2003) stated that image would also consist of the perception of individual product attributes, as well as total 
holistic impressions (that is discursive and imagery processing). Figure 1 illustrates a conceptualisation of 
image, encompassing all of these components and using the measurement of the retail store image as an 
example. As shown in the figure, the measurement of image consists of functional attributes that capture 
individual perceptions (such as price levels, amount of parking) as well as psychological attributes (friendliness 
of staff, ease of product exchange). In addition, functional holistic images are based on physical or measureable 
characteristics, such as mental picture of the store front and layout. The psychological holistic images concern 
feelings about the overall impression of the atmosphere or mood of the store. It appears that there are overlaps 
between the four components of the image. For instance, the holistic impressions are based on combinations and 
interactions of attributes, and in turn, the individual perceptions of attributes may be influenced by their overall 
impressions and feelings. Echtner and Ritchie (2003) argued that the dividing line between functional and 
psychological characteristics is not clear. For example, perceived store cleanliness could be either a functional 
or a psychological image component.   
 
Figure 2: The Conceptual Framework of Destination Image  
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Echtner and Ritchie (1993) stated in a review of previous destination image studies that none of the 
authors had been successful in capturing all of the components of destination image as conceptualised in Figure 
2. Echtner and Ritchie (1993) developed the conceptual framework for destination image that highlights the 
three continua of image: attribute-holistic; functional-psychological; and common-unique. The attribute-holistic 
continuum is based on research concerning the nature of human information processing from the field of 
psychology and consumer behaviour. Echtner and Ritchie (2003) argued that the majority of previous studies 
conceptualised destination image based on attributes and not in terms of holistic impressions. MacInnis and 
Price (1987) stated that any product is perceived both in terms of pieces of information on individual features, or 
attributes, and also in terms of a more holistic impression. In other words, destination image should be 
composed of perceptions of individual attributes (such as climate, accommodation facilities, friendliness of the 
people) as well as more holistic impressions that includes mental pictures or imagery of the place.  
 
Echtner and Ritchie (1991) made the distinction between those characteristics of image that are directly 
observable or measurable (functional) and those which are less tangible or more difficult to observe or measure 
(psychological). Echtner and Ritchie (1993) explained that on one side of the continuum, the destination image 
can be composed of the impressions of a core group of traits on which all destinations are commonly rated and 
compared. Destination image can include ratings of certain common functional characteristics, such as price 
levels, transportation infrastructure, types of accommodation, and climate. Destination image of a place can also 
be rated on very commonly considered psychological characteristics: level of friendliness, safety, and quality of 
service expected. Functional and psychological characteristics may be perceived as individual attributes but with 
a tendency towards holistic impressions. On the attribute side there are numerous perceptions of the individual 
characteristics of the destination, ranging from functional to psychological. On the holistic side, the functional 
impression consists of the mental picture (or imagery) of the physical characteristics of the destination, while the 
psychological impression could be described as the atmosphere or mood of the place.  
 
At the other end of the continuum, images of destinations can include unique features and events 
(functional characteristics) or special auras (psychological characteristics). Echtner and Ritchie (2003) argued 
that tourism involves people going to somewhere unique or at least different from their everyday surroundings. 
The ‗common‘ functional and psychological traits have been overlooked in previous studies. Common 
functional characteristics can include ratings of attributes such as price levels, transport, climate and type of 
accommodation. Meanwhile, common psychological or abstract characteristics consist of the friendliness of the 
locals, safety, quality of service expected and beauty of the landscape. On the other continuum, unique 
functional characteristics consist of the icons and special events that form part of a destination image, whereas 
unique psychological attributes include feelings associated with places of religious pilgrimage or places with 
some historic events. The final common-unique continuum highlighted the importance of the unique part of the 
destination image. Pearce (1998) stated that each individual can have a somewhat unique mental picture of a 
destination and at the same time hold a common mental picture of that destination known as a ‗stereotype‘ 
image. This entire continuum considered how the images of destinations can range from those perceptions based 
on ‗common‘ characteristics to those based on ‗unique‘ features or auras. Echtner and Ritchie (2003) added that 
tourists who are more familiar with the destination have images that are more holistic, psychological and 
unique; while those less familiar have images based on attributes, functional aspects and common features.  
 
Approaches to Measuring Destination Image 
 
Echtner and Ritchie (1993) suggested that there are two basic approaches to measuring the destination 
image: structured and unstructured techniques. Jenkins (1999) explained that the structured technique involves 
various image attributes which are specified and incorporated into a standardised instrument and the respondent 
ratings for each destination based on each of the attributes. Echtner and Ritchie (2003) explained that structured 
methodologies focused on attributes and forced the respondent to think and rate the general and common trait of 
product image attributes specified by the scales. In addition, structured techniques can only allow the 
measurement of common attribute-based destination images. Hooley, Shipley and Krieger (1988) suggested that 
the attribute components are numerous and diverse, and in the case of destination image studies, it is necessary 
to use an extensive research technique to ensure that all aspects have been covered.  
 
However, Jenkins (1999) argued that the structured technique does not allow any direct opportunity for the 
respondents to describe their feelings or unique impressions of a destination. This is because the scale items are 
not designed to measure the unique characteristics of the products but ask respondents to rate the common traits 
of a particular destination. To counter this problem, authors such as Echtner and Ritchie (1991), Jenkins (1999), 
and Choi et al. (1999) suggested that an unstructured approach should be deployed to measure the unique and 
holistic image aspects. The unstructured technique allowed respondents to freely describe their impressions of 
the destination because the image attributes are not specified. Both structured and unstructured technique as 
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developed by Echtner and Ritchie (1991) will be used for this study to measure the common 
functional/psychological and the unique/holistic image of a destination.  
 
Echtner and Ritchie (2003) believed that the process of measuring destination image should be considered 
not only to obtain information on traits common to all destinations but also to capture those unique features or 
auras which distinguish a particular destination. According to Echtner and Ritchie (2003, p. 46): ―...The most 
complete measure of destination image should include both types of methodologies; for example, standardised 
scales to measure the perceptions of functional and psychological attributes, in conjunction with open-ended 
questions to determine the holistic impressions and to capture unique features and auras...”. 
 
In terms of the structured technique, Jenkins (1999) explained that to measure the images of a destination, 
various image attributes were determined and incorporated into a standardised instrument, such as Likert-scale 
types. Jenkins (1999) viewed that the qualitative method should be employed to construct relevant image 
attributes of a destination, involving approaches such as content analysis to form the attributes lists for a 
destination. After the image constructs or attributes lists have been identified from the particular groups, then 
the image could be measured directly and in a more structured way to gather the perceptions tourists hold about 
a destination. At this stage, respondents of the study will rate each of the attributes which will be measured and 
the result will be derived based on the ratings. In addition, respondents will be forced to rate and answer each 
scale based on the attributes given in the task. 
 
An extensive review by Echtner and Ritchie (1991; 1993) identified 14 important attributes derived from 
tourism promotional materials, such as scenery/natural attractions, hospitality/friendliness/receptiveness, 
costs/price level, climate, tourist sites/activities, nightlife and entertainment, sports facilities/activities, national 
parks/wilderness activities, and local infrastructure/transportation. All of these attributes were used for the 
structured technique adopted in their questionnaire. Based on the review of previous studies, many authors have 
followed Echtner and Ritchie‘s (1991; 1993) work to measure the image of a destination. Choi  et al. (1999) 
conducted a study to measure the image of Hong Kong as perceived by international tourists. They compiled 25 
image attributes gathered from the Echtner and Rithcie (1991; 1993) studies and also from the destination 
tourism brochures. Choi et al. (1999) identified attributes such as many interesting places, restful and relaxing 
place, lots of natural scenic beauty, good beaches, pleasant weather, wide variety of products and good nightlife 
to measure the image of Hong Kong. Their respondents were asked to rate the 25 image items using a 5-point 
Likert scale. Another study by Hui and Wan (2003), measured Singapore‘s image from the perspective of 
international tourists. All of the attributes used in their study were gathered from the Singapore Tourism Board 
and the attributes used in Choi et al. (1999). They identified 37 Singapore image attributes such as there are 
many interesting places,  there are many restful and relaxing places, there are lots of natural and scenic beauties, 
there are many packaged tours available,  there are modern buildings, there are many interesting events and 
festivals, Singapore has a good nightlife, the local people are friendly, and safe place to visit. Similar to Echtner 
and Ritchie‘s and Choi‘s studies, they asked respondents to rate the image attributes using a 5-point Likert scale. 
 
Beerli and Martin (2004) identified 21 image attributes used in the structured technique such as: 
interesting cultural activities, opportunities for sport activities, places of historical or cultural interest, great 
variety of flora and fauna, good beaches, and good weather. Similarly, Grosspietch (2006), who measured the 
image of Rwanda, stated that 15 attributes were gathered from Echtner and Ritchie‘s work and also from general 
reading materials and brochures about Rwanda. He asked participants to rate the image attributes of Rwanda 
using the 5-point scale rating from 1 (very dissatisfied) to 5 (very satisfied). Tasci (2009) measure the image of 
Turkey based on three different groups of tourists. He identified 22 image attributes such as variety of natural 
resources, beaches, water resources, availability of tourist information, quality of restaurant, amount of 
cultural/heritage attractions, variety of outdoor activities, value for money, and quality of transportation.  
 
As in previous studies, the image attributes of a destination have been formed based on previous 
destination image studies, the review of promotional tourist materials such as brochures, tourism guidebooks 
and opinion from tourism experts. Careful consideration was needed to select only the important destination 
image attributes to be included in the list. Jenkins (1999) argued that if the attributes list is not carefully chosen, 
then some of the important attributes may be missing.  
 
On the other hand, the unstructured technique is an alternative to measure the unique/holistic image of a 
destination. This technique uses a free-form description to explain the destination attributes (Jenkins, 1999). 
Echtner and Ritchie (2003) explained that this technique allowed respondents to express their feelings freely 
without any other forcing attributes which could influence their decisions. Based on the review of previous 
studies, data for the unstructured technique was gathered from the three open-ended questions developed by 
Echtner and Ritchie (1991) to measure a tourist‘s unique aspect of a destination. For instance, in the first 
Proceedings of the 2
nd





question respondents were asked to describe their feelings and explain their opinion of the image of a 
destination. The second question asked respondents to state their expectation when they visit a destination. The 
final question required respondents to determine the unique attributes of a location based on their perception of 
the destination. In addition, if the respondents were unable to provide answers to the above questions, this shows 
the points of weakness of the destination. 
 
All of the techniques used in previous studies to measure destination image are summarised in Table 1. 
Authors such as Echtner and Ritchie (1991; 1993; 2003), Jenkins (1999) and Hui and Wan (2003) have a strong 
preference for combining both structured and unstructured techniques to measure destination image. Choi et al. 
(1999) stated that the use of both techniques will help in determining a more comprehensive image of a 
destination. Attributes that have been used for the structured technique were developed based on previous 
studies, and also information gathered from destination promotional materials and destination marketers such as 
the tourism board.  However, the questions for the unstructured technique were mostly adopted from Echtner 
and Ritchie (1991), using open-ended questions to measure a tourist‘s unique image of a destination. The 
technique used by Echtner and Ritchie (1991) was adopted in many image studies because they had effectively 
determined the reliability of the scale used to measure the image (Beerli and Martin, 2004).  
 
As noted by Pike (2002), for almost three decades many studies have used the structured and unstructured 
techniques to measure the image of a destination. Starting with Echtner and Ritchie (1991; 1993) there seems to 
be an expanding number of authors using a combination of both structured and unstructured techniques. 
Recently, authors such as Martin and Rodriguez (2008) have adapted the two techniques in their studies to 
gather a more reliable and valid image measurement, including the holistic and unique features of a place.  
 
Table 1: Measurements and approaches to measure destination image 
Authors 
Type of Measurement 
Structured Unstructured 
Phelps (1986) 32 attributes  
Echtner and Ritchie (1991) 14 attributes 3 open-ended questions 
Choi et al. (1999) 25 attributes 3 open-ended questions 
(based on Echtner and Ritchie) 
Baloglu and McCleary (1999) 14 attributes  
Chen (2001) 17 attributes 
 
3 open-ended questions 
(based on Echtner and Ritchie) 
Bongkosh et al.  (2001) 31 attributes 
 
3 open-ended questions 
(based on Echtner and Ritchie) 
Hui and Wan (2003) 37 attributes 
 
3 open-ended questions 
(based on Echtner and Ritchie) 
Beerli and Martin (2004) 26 attributes  
Grosspietch (2006) 15 attributes 3 open-ended questions 
(based on Echtner and Ritchie) 
Chen and Tsai (2007) 20 attributes  
Martin and Rodriguez (2008) 18 attributes 
 
3 open-ended questions 




The concept of destination image and approaches to it are the foci of this paper. The destination image 
concept was discussed, after comparing the definitions of image found in previous studies. This paper explores 
how and what approaches have been used previously in destination image studies. This paper has discussed the 
issues related to destination image measurement and approaches that could be used to measure the image. It 
includes a review of the conceptual framework of image measurement, and of approaches used to measure the 
image of a place. Many of the previous studies used the Echtner and Ritchie (1991; 1993) approach to measure 
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